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In spring 1987, Piedmont Virginia Cotanunity College 
(PVCC) conducted a survey to determine employer satisfaction with the 
collegers occupational/technical graduates. Survey forms wsre^sent to 
the employers of 62 graduates who had previously granted permission 
for their employers to be contacted. Study findings, based on _ 
responses from 50 employers, included th following: (U over 76% of 
the employers rated their employees as "excellent" or "good" in terms 
of technical job skills, quality of wbrk^ attitude toward work, - 
cooperation with fellow workers, and cooperation with superv^ 
12) over 60% of the employers rated the employees as "excellent" or 
"good" in terms of nathimatical, writing^^ speaking^ research, and_ 
logic skills! (3J over 70% rated the occupational education/trainihg 
and general education provided by PVCC as "excellent" or^^good^l and 
(4) a slight correlation between the employees' job satisfaction and 
the employers' evaluations was founds -with the highest correlation 
occurring between job satisfaction and employees' attitude toward^ 
work. The study report includes the survey instrument and findings by 
graduates' curriculum and degree received. (EJV) 
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^LOYER SURVEY: PVCC C3R&DUATING CIASS OF 1984-85 



During_sprihg 1987, employers of Piedmbht Virginia Cbmmuriit^ 
College JPVCCi graduates of the class of 1984-85 were siirveyed. 
The results of the survey were published in anployer Survey 
Results for the PVgC Graduating Class^^f^^B4-8# r PVCC Inst itu- 
tional Research Report No. 5-87, June 1987). This brief high- 
lights those results. 

Employers responding to the survey seemed quite satisfied 
with the PVee^raduates they had hire^ With respect to job 
skills, performance, attitude^ _and_gener^ 65% to 75% of 

the employers rated the graduates as either excellent. or _gQbd^ 
Only one employee was rated poor, and he or she was rated poor in 
only two categories (attitude toward work and cooperation with 
supervisors) • 

Employers also seemed highly satisfied with the education, 
and: training prdvided by PVCC. Approximately three of_every four 
employers rated PVCC as either excellent or good in both occupa- 
tional education/traihirig arid general education. No employer 
rated PVCC as poor. 

it must be kept in mind that employers were not contacts 
unless permissibri was first obtained from the PVCC graduates 
working for them^. _This procedure may have affected the results 
positively^ but two f indings_mitigate against this. Firsts the 
job satisfaction of graduates willing to have^their_employers ^ 
cdritacted was similar to those unwilling. Approximately the same 
percentages bf both groups claimed they were very satisfied, 
satisfied, ribtvery satisfied, arid unsatisfied with their jobs. 
Secondly, the cbrxelatiori_ between job satisfaction arid the 
employer evaluations was not high. 

Tabulated results of the employer survey are listed in Table 
1 on the reverse side of this brief. 



(see reverse side) 
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TABLE 1: IvALUATIdN OF 1985-55 PVCC GRADUATES AND PVCC BY EMPtOYERS 
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EHPLOYER SURVEY RESULTS FOR THE _ 
PVee SRADUATINS etASS OF 1984-85 

INTRODUCTION 

in 1976 Piedmont Virginia Community College (PVCC) conducted 
a survey to detenhihe eihpibyer satisfaction with the college's 
occupational/technical graduates. A second employer survey, 
limited to graduates of the class of 1978-79, was conducted in 
198 0; Both surveys indicated that employers were satisfied "with 
the knowledge, work attitudes and work quality of the graduates, 
and that PVCC employees [were] often rated as better prepared 
than comparable employees without the PVCC training."^ 

PVCC did riot conduct any employer surveys after 1980 because 
of the feeling such surveys might violate the privacy rights of 
graduates. Employers, however, offer a unique perspective by 
which to evaluate the success of PVCC graduates and the effec- 
tiveness of PVCC programs. With the increasing emphasis at the 
state arid federal level upon educational outcomes assessment, it 
is imperative that PVCC know how employers feel about the 
college's graduates and its programs; For this reason, PVCC has 
decided to hoth respect the privacy rights of its graduates and 



ipobert A^_Sqss^ Employer FoIIqw^^ the Occ ^patibnal/ 

Technical Graduates of the Class of 1978-1979 (PVCC Research 
Report No. 3-80), p; 2. 
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conduct an annual employer survey i This report suimnarizes the 
results of the first of these surveys. 



METHODOLOGY 

To overcome the ethical issue of privacy, the college sur- 
veyed only einployers of graduates who had already given permis- 
sion to conduct ah employer survey. This procedure raises the 
possibility of a self-selection bias. After all, dissatisfied 
graduates might be reluctant to grant permission to contact their 
employers. However, insuring the privacy of Pvee graduates is 
more important than eliminating possible survey bias. 

In the graduate follbw-up survey of the class of 1984-85, 62 
graduates answered yes to the question "may we contact your 
employer to conduct ah employer follow-up survey, in March 
1987 survey forms were sent to the employers of these graduates, 
in April surveys were inailed a second time to those employers who 
had not responded to the first mailing. 

Three employers indicated they would not participate in the 
survey. Fifty of the remaining 59 employers returned valid 
starveys for a response rate of 84.7%. Such a high response rate 
was encouraging. 

Employer cononents are included in this report as Appendix B, 
and a list of all participating employers is included as Appendix 



_?See Ronal'^ 3. Head^ Follow-up -^g urvey of PVCC Graduates o f 
tjl^ Clas s of 1984 -8 5 (PVCC Research Report No. 3-86^ July 1986). 

2 



C, The survey instrument is included as Appendix B, and the 
cover letters for the two mailings are included as Appendix E. 



^ Efa>IOYEILjVM. JOB _ 

PERFOIOIftNCE OF PVCC GRADUATES 



The evaluation of 1984-85 PVCC graduates by their e^Sployers 
with respect to job skills^ performance, and attitudes is 
presented in Table i. 



TABtE 1: WORK EVALUATION OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY EMPLOYERS 



1 1 
1 1 
ii 

j i CATEGORY 


EXCELLENT 
(one of the 
best ever) 

No. Pet. 


QOOD 
better 
than 
most) 
No; Pet 




AVERAGE 
(about the 
same _ as 
most ) 
No; Pet . 


POOR 
(worse 
then 
most) 
No; Pet 




jj Technical job 
II s k 1 t t s 


1 1 


22.4% 


27 


55. 


1% 


1 1 


22.4% 


G 


0 . 


0% 1 1 


II 

II Quality of work 


15 


30.6% 


23 


46. 


9% 


1 1 


22.4% 


0 


0 , 


0% 1 1 


II Quantity of work 


1 1 


22.4% 


23 


46. 


9% 


15 


30.6% 


0 


CI . 


0% 1 1 


11 Attitude toward 
II work 


21 


42.9% 


17 


34. 


7% 


1 0 


20.4% 


1 


2. 


0% 1 1 


j 1 

]| Cooperation with 
j 1 fellow workers 


21 


42 *9% 


15 


30. 


6% 


13 


26;5% 


0 




0% 1 j 


11 

II Cbbperatioh with 
jj supervisors 
1 1 


23 


46.9% 


16 


32. 


7% 


9 


18.4% 


1 




II 
1 1 

0% Ii 

1 1 



As eah be seen, nearly three of every four employers rated 
PVCC graduates as either "EXCELLENT (one of the best ever) " or 
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"GOOD (better than most)." bveraii, PVee graduates were rated 
highest in their ability to cooperate with their supervisors and 
lowest in the quantity of work produced. In only two instances 
wire Pvee graduates rated as "POOR (worse than most) . " One 
graduate was rated as poor in both his or her attitude toward 
work, as well as in his or her cooperation with supervisors. The 
employer ratings of these graduates by each of the categories in 
Table 1 is displayed graphically in Figures i-6. 
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FIGUREl l : EMPLOYER EVAtUATiON OF TEeHNIGAL 
JOB SKILLS OF 1984-85 PVCC (SRADGATES 
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FIGURE 2: EMPfcOYER EVAEUATIONDF QUALITY OF WORK 
OF 1984-85 PVee GRADUATES 
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FiSURE 3: EMPtaYER EVALUATION OF QUANTITY OF WORK 
OF 1984-85 Pvee SRADUATES 
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FIGURE 4: EMPtOYER EVAfcUAff£3N OF ATTITUDE 
TOWARD WORK OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES 




FIGURE 5: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF COOPERATION 
WITH FELLOW WORKERS OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES 
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FIGURE 6: EMPLOYER EVAtUATiON GF GOOPERATION 
WITH SUPERVISORS OF 1984-85 PVCC SRADUATES 

The employer evaluations of 1584-85 PVCC graduates by both 
division and degree, as well as by technical job skills, quality 
and quantity of work, attitude^ and cooperation with fellow 
workers and supervisors are presented in Tables 5-16 of Appendix 
A. Care should be taken in interpreting the results of these 
tables due to the small number of respondents in certain pro- 
grams . 

Of the 50 graduates whose employers returned valid surveys, 
26% (13) indicated on the graduate follbw-up survey they were 
very satisfied with their jobs, 68% (34) indicated they were 
satisfied, 6% (3) indicated they were not very satisfied, and 0% 
(0) indicated they were unsatisfied. These percentage figures 
relate closely with the job satisfaction of all respondents to 
the graduate follow-up survey. Twenty-nine percent of all 

36 



respondents were very satisfied with their jobs> 61% were 
satisfied, 9% were not very satisfied, and i% were unsatisfied. 

Because of the close relationship between respcndents who 
granted peraissicn to Pvee to contact their employers and all 
respondents^ it is questionable whether in fact the results of 
this employer survey were biased by the selection procedure. To 
investigate this further, correlation coefficients were calcu- 
lated between each of the categories in Table 1 and the job 
satisfaction of the PVCC graduates. The results are presented in 
Table 2. 



TABLE 2: CORRELATION BETWEEN JOB SATISFACTION 
AND EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES 



CATEGORY 


CORRELAT I ON | | 
COEF F I C I ENT j j 


Technical job skHts 
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0.0770 j i 
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duality of work 
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1 1 
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Attitude toward work 
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i i 



nns = arn = nr = nr« = n = x = rnx3 = = rx= = = «x = = = « = =:nx = cn = = = n = = = = = = n = = = rK = = = = = = 3; 



NOTE: The correlation coefficient in this table was calculated 
using the Pearsbri prbduct*mbmeht correlation coefficient. 
Measures of correlation are typically defined as having valueis 
rangjng froiT» -ji to +1. A value of -1 indicates a perfect 
negative relation, while a value of +1 indicates a perfect 
positive relation. 
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Only a slight correlation between job satisfaction and the 
enjpibyef evaluations is evident. As might be expected^ the 
highest correlation was between job satisfaction arid the eih- 
pldyee's attitude toward work (attitude and satisfaction are 
nearly synonymous terms) , and the lowest was between job satis- 
faction and technical job skills (one's job skills are not always 
related to one's interests) i 



EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF GENERAL 
SK3ELLS OF PVGG GRADUATES 



Table 3 shows the evaluation of general skills given to 
1984-85 PVCC graduates by their employers. 



TABLE 3: GENERAL SKIttS EVALUATION OF 
1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY EMPLOYERS 
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For the most part, employers rated the PVCC graduates high- 
ly, feeling they were better than most empidyees. No graduates 
were rated as "POOR (worse than most)," and between 8.7% and 
22.2% were lated as "EXCELLENT (one of the best ever)." The 
ratings were fairly consistent according to category. Figures 7 
il display these ratings graphically. 
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FIGURE 7: 



EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF_MATH SKILLS 
OF 1984^85 PVCC GRADUATES 
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FIGURE 8: 



EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF WRITING SKILLS 
OF 1984-85 PVee GRADUATES 
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EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF SPEAKING SKILLS 
OF 1984-85 PVee GRADUATES 
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FIGURE 10: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF RESEARCH SKILLS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES 
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FIGURE 11: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF LOGIC SKILLS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES 
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The employer evaluations of 1984-85 PVee graduates by both 
division and degree ; as Weil as by skills in math^ writing, 
speaking, research, and logic are presented in Tables 17-2 5 of 
Appendix A. Again/ care should be exercised in interpreting the 
results of any table in Appendix A. In many cases ^ the numbers 
of respondents by category are too few for meaningful conclusions 
to be drawn. 



EMPLOYER EVALDATION OF_ TRAINING 
AND EDUCATION AT PVCC 

Employers were given the opportunity while completing the 
survey to rate PVGG according to two categories: (1) occupation- 
al education/ training, and (2) general education. The results 
are shown in Table 4. 



TABLE 4: EVALUATION OF 
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OF 19 84 -85 PVCC GRADUATES 


CATEGORY j 


EXCELLENT 
(one of the 
best ever) 

No. Pet. 


GOOD 
biB 1 1 e r 
than 
most) 
No . Pet. 


AVERAGE 
(about the 
same as 
mos t ) 
No. Pet . 


POOR 1 1 
(worse 1 j 
than II 
most) II 
No . Pe t . 1 j 


C c c u p a t 1 0 n a L e d u - | 
c a t i 0 n / t r a i n i n g | 


3 


7.3% 


27 65.9% 


11 26.8% 


0 0 . 0% 1 1 


Genera t educat i on j 

1 


4 


10.0% 


25 62.5% 


11 2 7.5% 


0 0. 0% II 

1 1 


sssssss&sszssssssss 













Over 66% of the employers rated PVee as "GOOB (better than 
roost)" for both categories, and slightly over 25% rated it as 
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"AVERAGE (about the same as most}." Ten percenr or rne employers 
rated PVee as "EXCELLENT (one of the best ever) " in general 
education, and 7,3% rated it as excellent in occupational 
education/training. These ratings are shown graphically in 
Figures 12 and 13. 

26 . 83x 




£9.8Ss< 



FIGURE 12: EVALUATION OF PVeC'S OCCUPATIONAL EDUCATION/ 
TRAINING BY EMPLOYERS OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES 



27. 



10. rax 




FIGURE 13 : EVALUATION OF PVCClS _GENERAL_ EbUCATlbN 
BY EMPLOYERS OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES 

— 14 — 
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The employers responding to the survey seemed iguite satis- 
fied with the PVee graduates they had hired. With respect to job 
skills, performance, attitude, and general skills, 65% to 75% of 
the employers rated the graduates as either excellent or good. 
Only one employee was fated poof, and he of she was rated poof in 
only two categories (attitude toward work and cooperation with 
supervisors) . 

The employers also seemed highly satisfied with the educa- 
tion and training provided by PVCC. Approximately three of every 
four empldyefs fated PVee as either excellent or good in both 
occupational education/training and general education. No 
employer rated PVCC as poor. 

It must be kept in mind that employers were not contacted 
unless permissidn was first obtained from the PVCC graduates 
working for them. This pfbcedufe may have affected the results 
positively, but two findings mitigate against this. First, the 
job satisfaction of graduates willing to have their employers 
contacted was similar to those unwilling. Approximately the same 
percentages of both groups claimed they were very satisfied, 
satisfied, hot very satisfied, and unsatisfied with their jobs. 
Secondly, the correlation between job satisfaction and the 
employer evaluations was not high. 
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APPENDIX A: 

EMPLOYER EVAi^JATIONS BY GURRICULOM AND DEGREE RECEIVED 
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TABLE 5: E M P LO Y E R E V A L U A T I OR OF TECHNICAL JOB SKILLS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM 



CATEGORY 


EXCELLENT 
(one of the 
best ever) 

No. Pet. 


GOOD 
better 
than 
fiioc t ) 
No. Pet. 


sssssssssssss 
AVERAGE 
( 8 bou t the 
sanie as 
most ) 
No. Pet. 


POOR 
(worse 
than 
most) 
No. Pet. 


Gener a t S t ud f es 


0 


0 /ox 


t 


50. 


0% 


2 


50 . 


OX 


d 


d 


. d% 


S c i e n c e 


3 


10 0.0% 


0 


CI . 


0% 


d 


d . 


d% 


d 


d 


. d% 


Account i ng 


0 


0 .0% 


1 


100. 


0% 


0 


0 . 


0% 


0 


0 


. 0% 


uaia rrocesoing 


3 


50 . 0% 


3 


50. 


0% 


0 


0 . 


0% 


0 


0 


. 0% 


Electronics 


0 


0 . 0% 


5 


100. 


0% 


0 


0 . 


0% 


0 


0 


. 0% 


Management 


i 


50.0% 


0 


0 . 


b% 


1 


5 0 . 


0% 


0 


d 


. 0% 


Nursing 


2 


12.5% 


9 


56. 


3% 


5 


31 . 


3% 


d 


d 


. d% 


Police Science 


0 


0 . 0% 


1 


50. 


0% 


1 


5d . 


0% 


0 


0 


. 0% 


Respiratory 
























T he r apy 


0 


0 .0% 


2 


5b . 


0% 


2 


5d . 


d% 


d 


d 


. d% 


Career Studies 


2 


33.3% 


4 


66. 


7% 


0 


0. 


0% 


0 


0 


. 0% 


TOTAL 


1 1 


22.4% 


27 


55; 


1% 


1 1 


22 . 


4% 


0 


0 


. 0% 



TABLE 6: -EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF T E C H N 1 C A L d 0 B _ S K 1 L L S 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED 





EXCELLENT 


GOOD L 




AVERAGE : 


POOR : 






(one 


of the 


better 




( about 


the 


(worse 






best 


ever) 


than 




same 


as 


than 










most) 




most ) 


: mojit) 




CATEGORY 


No. 


Pet . 


No . 


Pet 




No . 


Pet . 


No . Pet 




A . A . 


I 




0 








0 






A . S . 


3 


42 . 9% 


t. 


28. 


6% 


2 


28 ;6% 


0 0 . 


ox 


a;a;s. 


6 


16.7% 


21 


58. 


3% 


9 


25 . 0% 


0 0 . 


ox 


Certificate 


2 


33.3% 


4 


66. 


7% 


0 


0 . 0% 


0 b. 


ox 


TOTAL 


1 1 


22.4% 


27 


55. 


1% 


1 1 


22.4% 


0 0 . 


0% 



TABtl 7i ;iiMPLbYERiEVALUAf;i:bNzbF„QyALl:Tr OF 
OF 1 984 - 85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CtJRRICUtUM 



CATEGORY 


EXCELLENT, 
(one of the 
best ever) 

No. Pet. 


GOOD 
better 
than 
most) 
No. Pet 


• 


AVERAGE 
(about the 
same as 
most) 
No . Pet. 


POOR 
(worse 
than 
most) 
No. Pet 


• 




General Studies 


2 


50 . 


OX 


1 


25 . 




1 


25 - 


OX 


b 


b . 


dx 




Science 


3 


100. 


0% 


0 


0 . 


h Y 


0 


(j. 


OX 


d 


d . 


d% 






0 


0 . 


OX 


1 


100. 


ox 


0 


0 . 


ox 


0 


0 . 


ox 




Data Processing 


3 


50 . 


OX 


3 


50 . 


OX 


0 


0 . 


ox 


0 


0 . 


ox 




E lectronics 


1 


20 . 


OX 


4 


80 . 


OX 


0 


0 . 


ox 


0 


0 . 


ox 




Management 


1 


50 . 


OX 


0 


0 . 


0 H 


1 


50 . 


0% 


0 


b . 


b X 




Nursing 


4 


25 . 


ox 


8 


5 3 . 


ox 


4 


25. 


ox 


d 


d. 


dx 




Police Science 


0 


0 . 


bx 


1 


5(j. 


ox 


1 


50 . 


ox 


0 


0 . 


ox 




Respi ratory 
Therapy 


0 


0 . 


ox 


2 


50 . 


ox 


2 


50 . 


dx 


d 


d . 


dX 




Career Studies 


1 


16. 


7X 


3 


50 . 


dx 


2 


33 . 


3X 


0 


0 . 


ox 




TOTAL 


15 


30 . 


6X 


23 


46. 


9X 


1 1 


11 . 


4X 


0 


0 . 


ox 





TABLE 8: EMPLOYER EVALDATION OF Q U A t i T Y l 0 F W 0 R K 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED 



= = 







l)(CILLINT 


GOOD 




AVERAGE 


POOR 










( one 


of the 


bet t e r 




(about 


the 


(worse 










best 


ever) 


than 




same 


as 


than 














most ) 




: most): 


mos t ) J 








CATEGORY 


No. 


Pet. 


No. 


Pet 




No . 


Pet. 


NO. Pet 








A . A . 


b 




d 






0 




0 








A . S . 


5 


71 .4X 


1 


14 . 


3X 


1 


14. 3X 


0 0 . 


ox 






A.A.S. 


9 


25. OX 


19 


52 . 


8X 


8 


22 . 2X 


b b . 


bx 






Certificate 


1 


16. 7X 


3 


50 . 


OX 


2 


33. 3X 


d d . 


dx 




TOTAL 


15 


3b . 6X 


23 


46. 


9% 


1 1 


22 . 4X 


0 0 . 


ox 












is 















27 



TABLE 9: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF QUANTITY OF WORK 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM 



CATEGORY 


EXCELLENT 
Cone of the 
best ever) 

Ho. Pet. 


GOOD 
better 
than 
most) 
No. Pet 




AVERAGE: 
(about the 
same a s 
most ) 
No. Pet . 


_ POO? : 
( HO i se 
than 
mcs t ) : 
No. Pet 












General Studies 


1 


25.0% 


1 


25. 


OX 


2 


50. OX 


0 


0. 


ox 




Science 


3 


100. OX 


0 


0 . 


ox 


0 


o.bx 


0 


0; 


ox 




A c c 6 u h t i h g 


0 


0 ; ox 


d 


b . 


bx 


1 


1 0 0 . b X 


0 


b . 


bx 




Data Process 1 ng 


0 


0. ox 


5 


83 . 


3X 


1 


16.75. 


d 


d. 


dx 




Electronics 


0 


d . cx 


5 


10 0. 


OX 


d 


d . dx 


0 


0 . 


dx 




Management 


1 


5 0. OX 


0 


d . 


dx 


1 


50. ox 


D 


0. 


ox 




Nursing 


4 


25 -DX 


7 


43. 


8% 


5 


31 .3X 


0 


0. 


ox 




Police Science 


0 


O.OX 


1 


50 . 


OX 


1 


5o;ox 


0 


0 . 


ox 




Respi ratory 
Therapy 


0 


0. OX 


1 


25 . 


0% 


3 


75 .ox 


0 


0. 


ox 




Career Studies 


2 


33. 3X 


3 


50; 


OX 


1 


16;7X 


0 


0; 


ox 




TOTAL 


1 1 


22. 4X 


23 


46. 


9X 


15 


3d .6% 


d 


d. 


dx 




ZSKSKSKSSKCKKKBSBSI 


: S B B B B 


BBBBB=BBB 


S S S B 


B B B S 


B B B 


B S S = S 


SSBBBBBS 


= B B B S 







tABLE Idt EMPLOYER EVALUATldNidf QUANTITY OF WORK 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED 



SBBSSBBSBSBSBBSBSBSS: 


: B K B B S 


BSBBBBBS 


BBKBBXBBB 


B B B 


S S B B B S 


S S B B B B 


11 

1 111 
1 111 
111 
mi 
ill 
1 II 








EXCELLENT 


GOOD 




AVERAGE 


POOR 










C one : 


of the 


better 




( a boy t 


the 


(worse 










best 


ever) 


than 




same 


as 


than 














most) 




most) 


most) 








CATEGORY 


No. 


Pet. 


No. Pet 




No. 


Pet. 


No. Pet 








A. A. 


0 




0 




0 




b 








A . S . 


4 


57. IX 


1 14. 


3X 


2 


28. 6X 


d d. 


dx 






A . A . S . 


5 


13. 9X 


1 9 52 . 


8X 


12 


33 .3% 


0 0. 


ox 






Certificate 


2 


33.3% 


3 50 . 


OX 


1 


16.7X 


0 0. 


ox 






TOTAL 


1 1 


22;4X 


23 46. 


9X 


15 


3D.6X 


0 0. 


ox 





BBSSBBBBBSBB = SSSSB = BSBSS3BBBBBBBBBBBBBBBSBBSSSB = BSSSS = SS = = B = SSSS = £S = SS3S 
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TABLE 11: EMPLOYER E VA L U A T I 0 N i 0 F A T T 1 T U D E :: T: OW A R D WORK 
OF 1984-85 PVCC SRADUATES BY CURRICULDM 





CATEGORY 


EXCELLENT 
(one of the 
best ever) 

No . Pet. 


GOOD 
better 
than 
most). 
NO . Pet 




AVERAGF 
(about the 
same as 
imost )_ 
No . PC t . 


POOR 
(worse 
than 
most) 
No. Pet 








General Studies 


4 

1 


C D . 


U A 






0% 


0 


0 . 


0 X 


0 


b . 


OX 






Science 


3 


100. 


0% 


0 


0 . 


OX 


0 


0 . 


ox 


0 


0 . 


OX 






A c c b u h t i h g 


0 


0 ; 


OX 


0 


e - 


OX 


1 10b . 


ox 


0 


d . 


ox 






Data Processing 


1 


16. 


7% 


5 


83. 


3X 


0 


0 . 


ox 


0 


0 . 


0% 






Electronics 


3 


60, 


OX 


2 


40 . 


0 7b 


0 


0 . 


ox 


0 


0 . 


U A 






Management 


1 


50 . 


ox 


0 


0 . 


OX 


1 


50 . 


0 X 


0 


ft - 

Q . 


0% 






Nursing 


9 


56. 


3% 


3 


18; 


8X 


4 


25. 


ox 


b 


0 . 


ox 






Police Science 


1 


50 . 


0% 


0 


b . 


OX 


1 


50. 


ox 


0 


0 . 


ox 


! 




























bx 






Therapy 


0 


0 . 


0% 


1 


25 . 


OX 


2 


50. 


ox 


1 


25 . 






Career Studies 


2 


33. 


3% 


3 


"5 0. 


ox 


1 


16. 


7X 


0 


0 . 


0% 






TOTAL 


21 


42 . 


9% 


17 


34 . 


7X 


1 0 


20, 


4% 


1 


2 . 


0% 





TABLE 12: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF A T T I T U D E T 0 W A R D WORK 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED 



= z:=r = = = i:- = = r: = = = = = = = c = = = = 


sssscsss 


= s c s s 


s s = s 


CSS 


s s s s c s 


s c s c s 


sssssssssssssss 




EXCELLENT 


GOOD 




AVERAGE 


: POOR 






( onej 


of the 


better 




( about 


the 


(worse 






best 


ever) 


than 




same 


as 


than 










mos t ) 




most) 


most) 




CATEGORY 


No . 


Pc t . 


No. 


Pet 




No . 


Pc t . 


No. Pet. 




A . A . 


b 




b 






d 




0 




A . S . 


4 


57. 1X 


3 


42 . 


9% 


0 


0 .OX 


0 0 . 0 X 




A . A . S . 


15 


4 1 . 7X 


1 1 


30 . 


6X 


9 


25 . OX 


1 2 .8X 




Certificate 


2 


33 .3X 


3 


50 . 


OX 


1 


16.7X 


b b.bx 




• ill 

• III 

it 
III 

• III 

» . . III 

• ' 4X 111 

• ■ 1 III 
•MO 111 
' 1 III 

• 111 

• 111 


21 


42. 9X 


17 


34 . 


7X 


Id 


20.4% 


1 2.0% 
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TABLE 13: EHPLOTER EVALUATION OF COO P E R A T I 0 N R I T H FELLO0 0ORICERS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUAtES BY CURRiCULUM 



CATEGORY 


EXCELLENT 
( one of the 
best ever) 

No. Pet. 


: GOOD 
better 
than: 
most) 
No. Pet 


• 


AVERAGE 
(about the 
s ame a s 
most) 
No. Pet. 


POOR 
(worse 
than: 
most) 
No. Pet 


• 


General Studies 


2 


50.0% 


1 


25 . 


OX 


1 


25 . OX 


d 


d. 


dx 


Science 


5 


1 0 0 . 0 X 


0 


0 . 


ox 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0 . 


ox 


A c c 6 tl h t i h g 


0 


0. OX 


0 


0 . 


ox 


1 


100.0% 


0 


0 . 


ox 


Data Processing 


1 


16.7% 


4 


66. 


7X 


1 


16.7% 


0 


0 ; 


0% 


E tectroni cs 


4 


80. OX 


1 


20. 


OX 


0 


0.0% 


b 


b. 


bx 


H a na g emen t 


1 


50 . OX 


0 


0 . 


OX 


1 


50.0% 


d 


d. 


dx 


Nursing 


7 


43. 8X 


5 


31 . 


3% 


4 


25.0% 


0 




0% 


Police Science 


0 


0 . OX 


2 


100. 


OX 


0 


0.0% 


0 


n . 


0% 


Respiratory 
therapy 


0 


0 . ox 


0 


0. 


ox 


4 


100.0% 


0 


0 . 


ox 


Career Studies 


3 


50.0% 


2 


33 . 


3X 


1 


16.7% 


0 


0 . 


0% 


TOTAL 


21 


42. 9X 


15 


30. 


6X 


13 


26.5% 


b 


b. 


b% 



TABLE 14: _ EMPLOYER j EVALUATION OECObPERATl ON WlTHfELLOU WORKERS 
OF 1984*85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED 







EXCELLENT 


GOOD 




AVERAGE 


POOR 










(one 


of the 


better 




( about 


the 


(« 


r se 










'oes t 


ever) 


than 




same 


as 


than 














mos t ) J 




mo s t j ^ 


most) J 








CATEGORY 


No; 


PC t ; 


No; 


Pet 




No. 


Pc t . 


No. 


Pet 








A . A . 


0 




0 






0 




0 










a;s. 


5 


71 .4% 


1 


14 . 


3% 


1 


14.3% 


0 


0. 


b% 






A.A.S. 


13 


36.1% 


12 


33. 


3% 


1 1 


3 0.6% 


d 


d . 


b% 






Certificate 


3 


5d . d% 


2 


33. 


3% 


1 


16.7% 


d 


d . 


d% 






TOTAL 


21 


42.9% 


1 5 


30. 


6% 


13 


26.5% 


0 


0 . 


ox 
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TABLE 15: EMPLOYER EVAtOATION OF CO 0 P E R A T I 0 N . W I: T H :. S U P E R V I S 0 R S 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM 





CATEGORY 


EXCELLlNT 
(one of the 
best ever) 

«b. Pet. 


GOOD 
better 
than 
most): 
No. Pet 


• 


AVERAGE 
(about the 
same as 
rnbst)_ 
No. Pet. 


POOR 
( worse 
than 
most) 
NO. Pet 


• 






General Studies 


5 


75 - 0% 


0 


- 

0 . 




4 

1 


£ 9 • 0 X 


n 
u 


ft - 

u . 


OX 






S c 1 e n c e 


3 


1 00 -OX 


0 


0 . 


ox 


0 


0 -OX 


0 


0 . 


d% 






Account i hg 


0 


0 . ox 


0 


0. 


U n 


1 1 


00. OX 


0 


d. 


dx 








t 


33-3X 


3 


50. 


OX 


1 


1 6 . 7X 


0 


0 . 


ox 






Electronics 


4 


80. OX 


1 


20. 


ox 


0 


0 .0% 


0 


0 . 


0% 






Management 


1 


50. OX 


0 


0- 


0% 


1 


50 .ox 


0 


0 . 


ox 






Nursing 


7 


43. 8X 


5 


31 . 




4 


25 .OX 


0 


d. 


d% 






Police Science 


1 


50 . OX 


1 


50 . 


OX 


0 


O.OX 


d 


d. 


d% 






Respi ratery 
















1 




0 % 






The rapy 


0 


O.OX 


3 


75 . 




0 


0.0% 


25. 






Career Studies 


2 


33. 3X 


3 


50 . 


OX 


1 


16. 7X 


d 


d. 


d% 






TOTAL 


23 


46. 9X 


16 


32. 


r% 


9 


18.4% 


1 


2. 


0% 





TABLE 16: EMPLOYER EVALUATION CF COOPERATION WITH SUPERVISORS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED 



le s s 







EXCELLENT 


GOOD 




AVERAGE 


POOR 










(one 


of the 


better 




(about 


the 


(worse 










best 


ever) 


th 


an 




same 


a s 


than 














most) 




most) 


most) 








CATEGORY 


Nc . 


Pet. 


No. 


Pet 




No . 


Pet. 


No. Pet 








A . A. 


0 




d 






d 




0 








A . S . 


6 


85.7% 


d 


0. 


d% 


1 


14.3% 


0 0. 


0% 






A . A . S . 


15 


41.7% 


1 


36. 


1 % 


7 


19.4% 


1 2 . 


8% 






Certificate 


2 


33.3% 


3 


50 . 


0% 


1 


16.7% 


0 0. 


0% 






TOTAL 


23 


46-9% 


1 6 


32. 


7% 


9 


18.4% 


1 2. 


0% 
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TABLE 17: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF HATH S^CILtS 



OF 


1984^85 


PVCC 


GRAbUAtES 


BY 


CURR I CULUH 








Be = sr = eBSSBS = sssees,sseses 


essSBseeeBseszes 


sszeseses 




ss e s s 


S X s c 


e s e 




EXCELLENT 


GOOD 




AVERAGE 


POOR 






( one of the 


better 




(about 


the 


( RO rse 






best 


ever) 


tr, 


ah . 




same 


1 as 


than 










most ) 




mos t ) 


most) 




CATEGORY 


No. 


Pet. 


No. 


Pet 




No. 


Pet . 


No. 


Pet 




General Studies 


d 


d.dx 


3 


75. 


dx 


1 


25. OX 


0 


0. 


OX 


Science 


1 


33 .3% 


c 


f% fi 

o o . 


7% 


fl 

u 


n fix 


Q 


0 . 


ox 


Accbuhtihg 


n 
u 


n n ¥ 


1 


100. 


OX 


6 


0 . OX 


0 


0 . 


ox 


UBkB rrOwCSoin^ 


0 


O.OX 


3 


5b. 


bx 


3 


5b. bx 


0 


b . 


ox 


Electronics 


b 


b.dx 


5 


1 d b . 


bx 


b 


d.dx 


d 


d . 


dx 


Management 


0 


d.dx 


1 


50. 


ox 


1 


50.0% 


0 


0 . 


0% 


Nursing 


3 


23.1% 


7 


53. 


8X 


3 


23. 1% 


0 


0 . 


ox 


Police Sc i ence 


0 


0 .OX 


b 


0 . 


OX 


2 1 


00 . OX 


0 


0 . 


0% 


Respi ratory 






















Therapy 


0 


o.ox 


1 


25 . 


ox 


3 


75.0% 


0 


0 - 


ox 


Career Studies 


' 0 


O.ox 


5 


83. 


3X 


1 


16. 7X 


0 


0 . 


0% 


TOTAL 


4 


8.7X 


28 


60. 


VX 


14 


30.4% 


c 


d. 


dx 
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TABLE 18l EMPLbYER_EVALyAtibN OF MATHj^SKlLLS 
OF 1984-8^ PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED 



=xseBSEeBeeeESBesszBSBeB 


BErEBZBE 


e e B E s 


EBBS 


eeSICBBSBSSBBBSZ 


SSSSSBBCBCes 




E X C E L 1 : --i T 


GOOD 




AVERAGE 


POOR 




(one 


of the 


better 




( about 


the 


( Wf3 r se 




best 


ever) 


than 




same 


as 


than 








most) 




most) 


most) 


CATEGORY 


No. 


Pet. 


No. 


Pet 




No . 


Pe t . 


No. Pet. 


A . A . 


0 




0 






0 




0 


A.S. 


1 


14. 3X 


5 


71 . 


4% 


1 


14. 3X 


d b.cx 


A ;A . S . 


3 


9. IX 


18 


54. 


5X 


12 


36. 4X 


c d.dx 


Cert i f i cate 


0 


d.dx 


5 


83. 


3% 


1 


16.7% 


0 0.0% 


TOTAL 


4 


8.7X 


28 


60. 


9X 


14 


3 0.4% 


0 0.0% 



BBSBBSSBBSBBSBCBBBSSBBSSBBBSSSSBeBBBBSeSBiBCSSS 
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TABLE 19: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF WRITING SKILLS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRAbUAtES BY CURRICULUM 



CATEGORY 



EXCELLENT 
( one of the 
best ever) 

No. Pet. 



. GOOD 
better 
than, 
most ) 
No. Pet 



AViRAGE 
(about the 
s ame^ as 
most) 
No. Pet. 



PpOR_ 
(worse 
than 
mos t ) : 
No. Pet; 



General Studies 


9 


0 . 


OX 


2 


66. 


7X 


1 


33 . 


3X 


0 


0 


.ox 


S e i e n e e 


1 


33 . 


3X 


2 


66 . 


7% 


0 


0 . 


OX 


0 


0 


. ox 


Aeeounting 


D 






0 






0 






0 






Data P r 0 e e s s i n 9 


0 


0; 


OX 


2 


33- 


3X 


4 


66. 


7X 


0 


b 


.bx 


Electronics 


0 


n - 
0 , 


n V 

U A 


*» 








d . 


dx 


0 


0 


. ox 


Menagrment 


b 


d . 


OX 


1 


50. 


OX 


1 


50. 


0% 


0 


0 


.ox 


Nursing 


3 


21 . 


4X 


8 


57. 


1 X 


3 


21 . 


4X 


0 


0 


;0X 


Police Science 


0 


0. 


0% 


0 


0 . 


ox 


2 


100; 


OX 


0 


0 


,bx 


Respiratory 
Therapy 


0 


D. 


ox 




50. 


ox 


2 


50 . 


OX 


0 


0 


. ox 


Career Studies 


0 


0 . 


ox 


3 


50; 


ox 


3 


50 . 


0% 


0 


b 


, ox 


TOTAL 


4 


9 , 


IX 


24 


54 . 


5X 


16 


36. 


4X 


0 


0 


.ox 



TABLE 2b: EMPLOYER EVALUATION 0 F W R I T I N G _ S K I L L S 
OF 1984-85 PVrc GRADUATES BY DEPREE RECEIVED 




====s=====«= 

EXCELLENT 
(pneof the 
best ever) 

Pet. 



GOOD 
better 
than 
most) 
No . Pet 



AVERAGE 
(about the 
s ame as 
most) 
No . PC t . 



POOR 
(Worse 
than 
most) 
No . Pet, 



1 16. 7X 
3 9.4X 
0 d . DX 



0 

4 66. 7X 

1 7 53 . 1 X 

3 50 . OX 



1 16. 7X 
12 37. 5X 
3 50. OX 



O.OX 
0 .OX 
0.0'* 



4 9; 1 X 24 54 . 5X 1 6 36. 4X 0 O.OX 



rcsserssssssrssssssssssssssi 



— 24 — 



33 



TABtE 21: FHPtOYER EVAtUATION OF SPEAKING SKIttS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM 



SBBSKSBskBSBSCCSsSSBBBBSBBSBBBBBSBBSSSBCCCCSrS 



CATEGORY 


IXCELLENT 
(one of the 
best ever) 

No. Pet. 


GOOD 
better 
t han . 
most) 
No. Pet 




AVERAGE 
(about the 
s ame a s 
most ) 
No. Pet. 


POOR 
( worse 
than 
most) 
No. Pet 




General Studies 


1 




1 






A 
1 




ri 
U 


u . 


U A 


S c i e h c e 


1 


33.3% 


2 


66. 


r A 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0. 


U M 


Accouni 1 ng 


0 


o;o% 


0 


0. 


U A 


1 


1 00; 0% 


0 


0; 


U A 


Data Process i ng 


0 


O.D% 


2 


33: 


3% 


4 


66.7% 


0 


0. 


0% 


Electronics 


d 


0.0% 


4 


1 00. 


0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


d. 


d% 


Management 


0 


0.0% 


1 


50. 


u X 


1 


50.0% 


0 


0. 


U M 


Nursing 


5 


35 .■^% 


6 


42. 


9% 


3 


21.4% 


0 


0. 


0% 


Police Science 


0 


0 - 0% 


0 


0. 


0% 


2 


100.0% 


0 


0. 


0% 


Respi ratory 






















Therapy 


D 


D . Q% 


1 


25 . 


0% 


3 


75.0% 


0 


0. 


0% 


Career Studieis 


0 


0.0% 


4 


66. 


7% 


2 


33.3% 


0 


0. 


0% 


TOTAL 


7 


15.6% 


21 


46. 


7% 


17 


37.8% 


0 


0. 


0% 
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Table 22: employer evaluation of speaking skills 
of 1984-85 pvcc graduates by degree received 



SrBXSSSSSS=BSBSS=SSSSBSS 


SSSSBBBS 


BBBBSrSBS 


BBS 


SBXSrBSXSSSSS 


SBSsr=ss 




CATEGORY 


excellent 

(bneof the 
best ever) 

No. Pet. 


GOOD 
better 
than 
most) 
No. Pet 




average 

(about the 
same as 
most) 
No. Pet. 


POOR 

(worse 
than 
most) 
No. Pet 




a; A . 


0 




0 




D 




D 




A. S . 


2 


33.3% 


3 50 . 


0% 


1 


16.7% 


0 d . 


b% 


A . A . S . 


5 


15.2% 


14 42 . 


4% 


14 


42.4% 


d d. 


d% 


Certificate 


0 


D.0% 


4 66. 


7% 


2 


33.3% 


0 0. 


0% 


TOTAL 


7 


15-6% 


21 46. 


7% 


17 


37.8% 

• 


0 0 . 


0% 



BSBSSBBBBBBrSBBBSBKSS&BSSSBSSSBBSSSSSSSSsies 
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TABLE 23: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF RESEARCH SKILLS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY CURRICULUM 

-ss====sr=ss=s=sss====e«ssss=s=sssrss=e==sssss= 



— - 


• — — — — 

CATPGDRY 


EXCELLENT 
(one of t h ie 
best ever) 

No. Pet. 


. GOOD 
better 
t h an _ 
most ) 
No. Pet 




AVERAGE 
(about the 
s a m e a s 
most) 
No. Pet, 


POOR, 
(worse 
than 
most) 
No; Pet 


- 




Generst Studies 


0 


0 . 


OX 


1 


5 0 . 


OX 


1 


50 . 


OX 


_ 
0 


_ 

0 . 


i>X 




Science 


2 


66. 


7% 


1 


33 . 


3X 


0 


0 . 


OX 


0 


0 , 


ox 




Account 1 ng 


0 


- 


- 


0 


- 


- 


0 




- 


0 


- 


" 




Data Processing 


0 


0 . 


0% 


5 


83. 


3X 




16. 


7X 


d 


d . 


dx 




E tectronics 


1 


25 . 


OX 


2 


50. 


OX 


1 


25 . 


OX 


0 


0 . 


ox 




Management 


1 


100. 


ox 


d 


0. 


ox 


0 


0 . 


0% 


0 


0 . 


ox 




N u r ? n g 


2 


25 . 


ox 


3 


37. 


5X 


3 


37. 


5X 


0 


0 . 


ox 




Police Science 


C 


0 . 


ox 


0 


0 . 


OX 


2 100; 


OX 


e 


0 . 


0% 




Respi ratory 




























Therapy 


0 


0 . 


ox 


1 


33. 


3X 


2 


66 . 


7X 


0 


0 : 


ox 




Career Studies 


1 


16. 


7X 


5 


83 . 


3X 


0 


0 ; 


OX 


0 


0 . 


ox 




TOTAL 


7 


20 . 


ox 


1 8 


51 . 


AX 


1 0 


28 . 


6X 


0 


0 . 


ox 



TABLE 24: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF RESEARCH SKILLS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC HRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED 





CATEGORY 


EXCELLENT 
(pneof the 
best ever) 

Mo . Pc t . 


GOOD 
better 
than 
most) 
No. Pet 




AVERAGE 
(about the 
same as 
most) 
No. Pet. 


POOR 
(Worse 
than 
most) 
No. Pet 










A .A. 


0 






0 






0 






d - 










A . S . 


2 


40 . 


OX 


2 


40 . 


dx 


1 


2d . 


OX 


0 0. 


ox 








A . A . S . 


4 


16. 


7X 


1 1 


45 . 


8X 


9 


37. 


5X 


0 0 . 


ox 








Certificate 


1 


16. 


7X 


5 


83 . 


3X 


0 


0 . 


OX 


0 0 . 


ox 




S 8 


TOTAL 


r 


20 . 


OX 


1 8 


5 1 . 


4X 


1 0 


28 . 


6X 


d d . 


dx 
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TABLE. 25: ..ERPLbYtR iVALUATjpM OF. LpSlC SKILLS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES Br CURRICULUM 



CATEGORY 


EXCELLENT 
Coneof the 
best cv«r) 

No. Pet. 


GOOD 
better 
than 
most ) 
No. Pet 


• 


AVERAGE 
(about the 
same as 
most) 
No. Pet. 


POOR 
(worse 
than, 
mos t ) 
No. Pet 


• 


: .... 
General Studies 


1 


33 . 3X 


1 


^ X - 




1 




h 
u 


h 


b% 


S c f e n c e 


3 


100:0% 


0 


b. 


0% 


b 


d . d% 


0 


0. 


0% 


Account i n9 


d 


d . d% 


d 


0 . 


0% 


1 


100.0% 


0 


0. 


0% 




1 


16.7% 




66, 


7% 


1 


16.7% 


0 


0 . 


0% 


Electronics 


0 


0 . 0% 


4 


100. 


0% 


0 


0.0% 


0 


0. 


0% 


Management 


0 


0.0% 


1 


100. 


0% 


0 


0 . 0% 


0 


b. 


b% 


Nursing 


4 


26.7% 


8 


53 . 




3 


2d . d% 


d 


d. 


U A 


Police Science 


0 


0 . d% 


d 


d . 


d% 


2 


10 0.0% 


0 


0. 


0'{ 


Rcspi rat ory 
T her apy 


0 


0 . 0% 


0 


0 . 


0% 


4 


1 od . d% 


d 


d. 


d% 


Career S t ud i es 


1 


16.7% 


4 


66 . 


7% 


1 


16.7% 


0 


0. 


0% 


TOTAL 


1 0 


22 . 2% 


22 


48. 


9% 


13 


28.9% 


0 


0 . 


0% 



s 



TABLE 26: EMPLOYER EVALUATION OF LOGIC SKILLS 
OF 1984-85 PVCC GRADUATES BY DEGREE RECEIVED 



SBBKSKaBBSSS 





CATEGORY 


EXCELLENT 
(pncofthe 
best ever) 

No. Pet. 


GOOD 
better 
than 
most) 
No. Pet 




AVERAGE 
(about the 
s ame as 
most) 
No. Pc t . 


POOR 
(worse 
then 
most) 
No. Pet 








A. A. 


0 




0 






0 




b 








A . S . 


4 


66. 7% 


1 


16. 


7% 


1 


16.7% 


0 0 . 


0% 






A . A . S . 


5 


15.2% 


17 


51 . 


5% 


1 1 


33 .3% 


0 0. 


0% 






Cert i f i cate 


1 


16.7% 


4 


66. 


7% 


1 


16.7% 


0 0 . 


0% 






TOTAL 


1 0 


22.2% 


22 


48. 


9% 


13 


28.9% 


0 0. 


0% 
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APPENDIX B: 
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[This graduate] is naturally_a very bright person. I believe her 
JQ is in the genius range. Therefore her math^ writing^ etc* 
skill would tend to be_gbbai She does have a very positive : 
attitude which is probably partly _her nature^ but probably also 
[comes] from her college ejcperiences; 



I am not really able to compare PVee with other similar institu^ 
tions since I am not familiar with other institutions that offer 
2 -year degrees. From talking with those who attend PVCC^ I have 
been favorably impressed with what they tell me about some 
courses and not soimpressed with what they sa^ other 
courses. Since ^ the graduate's] job requires little writing or 
speaking in front of others, I find it difficult to evaluate 
those things. 



PVCC could use a critical care focus limited to its brightest 
students and in-house faculty members. 



RE: Occupational educatioh/trainihg 

The student in commercial art^ and for that matter, photography, 
should receive inahy more business related problems, your design 
theory fundamentals are fine, _as_are your drafting courses. _ 
However, what about techniques and equipment? You should als^ 
build your students up to showing portfolios that will push an 
Art Director's button > and so students can compete with other job 
candidates i That means teaching them presentation techniques! 



{This graduate] has been a valuable asset to our staff. Her 
stj-ohgest point is her ability to adapt to hew and changing 
expectations of the unit. 

[Her] personality and perseverance, I think, are mostly 
responsible for the type of nurse she has become. 



I haven't any other similar employees so no basis for comparison. 
Frankly, I think your questions relate too much to personal 
qualities rather than education. 
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iehtry^level leadership position) . She has developed strong 
clinical skills_anddeinonstrates_ah ability to teach, ^ She 
remains self -directed and constantly seeks avenues for iin-_ 
proyement/growth. She is currently pursuing her BSN oh a partner 
basis through additional courses at pycc. She speaks highly of 
and_is an excellent reflection of having received sound prepara- 
tiohatPVee* She demonstrates "adult learning opportunities/ ex- 
periences" at its best. 



We wish we had more people like [this graduate] • 



Other employees {at this departlnent]ar^ medical 
records mahagfemsnt programs* The^ as is 

[this PVee graduate] ^_ Therefore the ratings appear average. I 
am very impressed with [this PVCC graduate's] skills and could 
not ask for more interest and enthusiasm for the job performed. 



[This graduate's] employment had no relationship to the program 
she was enrolled in. She was an employee before she became a 
student . 
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APPENDIX C: 
PftRTieiPftTING EMPLOYERS 
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LIST OF PARTICIPATING ^ IPLOYER ORGANIZftTxONS 



A-^Systems, Inc. 

Albeinarle Bank & Trust Company 
Buckingham Correctional^ Center 
eharlbttesviIIe_Police Department 
Colonial Pipeline Cbmpahy 
Comdial Corporation (3) 
Computerland 
David C. Wilson Hospital 
Domino's Pizza 

Farmer *s Home Admihistratibh 
Honeywei 1 , Inc . 
King's Daughter Hospital (21 
Martha. Jefferson Hospital (3) 

Oyena ire Audio Carpenter i 
Piedmont Virginia CbiMunity College, Business Office 
RockinghamMemoriai Hospital _ 
Southside Rehabilitation, Inc. 
State FarlS Insurance Company - - _ 
The_eedars Nursing Home, Beverly Enterprises 
Tiger Fxiei Company - 

U, S, Army Foreign Science fi Technology Center (2) 

Unisys Corporation (3 J ^ _ _ 

University of Virginia ^ Security Office^ 

University of Virginia Hedical Center (10) 

University of Virginia, Physical Plant (2 ) 

University of Virginia, Children *^s Rehabilitation Center 

University of Virginia, Blue Ridge Hospital 

Virginia Power Coirtpany 

Waynesboro Community Hospital 

Western State Hospital (2) 
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SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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:oinparisoh to other einpioyees you hire at the saihe level and in 
same capacity, John X. Doe, Jr. rates as: 



_EXGELLENT GOOD AVERAGE POOR N/A 

(one_of the (fetter (about the (worse (hot 

best ever) than sa!Eie as than appli- 

mostj most) most) cable) 



mical job 
Lis 

tity of 



itity of 



ttude^ 
ird work 



peration with 
Low worJcers 



pez^ation with 
^rvisors 



1 skills 



:ing skills 
iking skills 
sarch skills 
Lc skills 



::oinparison to similar institutions, WCC rates as: 



EXeELLENT _GOOD AVERAGE POOR N/A 

(one of the (better (about the (worse (not_ ^ 

best ever) than same as than appli- 

most) most) most) cable) 



apational educa- 
1/training 

sral 

Nation 



^ou participate in PVCe's cooperative education program? 

lot, are you interested in learning more about the program? 

ase use the reverse side_6f this page to make any written coitmients 
think will be helpful to PVCC in evaluating the success of its 
aemic programs and graduates. Thank you for your cooperation. 



EKLC 
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ja>pmDix E: 

EKPLOYER COVER LETTERS 



March 9, 1987 



Marketing Division 
The ABC Company 
1200 Main__Street _ _ 
Ahytowh^ VA 20000 

bear Employer: 

Last spring i conducted_a_graduate follow-up survey of Piedmont 
Virginia Gommuhity College (PVCCj graduates of the class of 1984-85. 
One of the graduates^ John X-^ Dbe^ Jr. ^ indicated employment 
with you as Marketing Research Assistant. 

This graduate gave us permission to contact you for the purpose 
of cbriduetirig ah annual employer survey. 



Could you please take a few moments to complete this form and 
participate in the employer survey? Your assistance will help us 
improve our curricular offerings at the college. 

i look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 



Ronald B. Head 

Director of Institutional Research 
and Planning 

ehcl 
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April 8, 1987 



Marketing Division 
The ABC Company 
1200 Main Street, 
Anytown^ VA 20000 

Dear Employer: 

Last spring I conducted a graduate fo or Piedmont 

Virginia Community College (P^CCj graduates of the class of 1984-85. 
One of the graduates^ John X. Doe ^ Jr. ^ indicated employment 
with you as Marketing Resesarch Assistant. 

This graduate gave us peraisrion to contact you for the purpose 
of conducting an annual employer survey, and I wrote you a month ago, 
requesting that you complete a que I still have not 

received the completed questionnaire. 



I am sending you another questionnaire and hope that you will 

take a few moments to complete the form and participate in the employer 
survey. Your assistance will help us improve our curricular offerings 
at the college. 

If you have already returned a completed questionnaire, 1 
thank you for your cooperation. Otherwise, I look forward to hearing 
from you. 



Sincerely, 



Ronald B. Head 



Director of Institutional Research 
and Planning 



end 




— 37 — 



46 



ERIE eiearinghouse for 
Junior Colleges jyj^ 31 ^997 
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